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Under Law 3 of 1885, the British Indian heirs of the late Mr. Aboo-
baker Amod, one of the Indian pioneer settlers of South Africa, have been
prevented from having the property left to them registered in their names.1
Such is the working of the law regarding ownership of and by Indians.
It should be noticed that Natives of the Transvaal, as is quite proper,
are free to own landed property anywhere they choose. The Cape
Coloured people are also free to hold immovable property in the
Transvaal. The ban is placed only upon Asiatics,

Before war, Indians were not debarred from making use of any train
service in the Transvaal. Now the Railway Board has issued notices
to the station masters not to issue tickets to British Indians and Coloured
people for an express train service between Pretoria and Johannesburg,2
thus causing serious inconvenience to Indian businessmen. It is highly
probable that relief will be ultimately granted, but this notice shows
which way the tendency of the Government lies.

In Johannesburg, as in Pretoria, British Indians and Coloured people
are unable to make use of the municipal tram cars.3

In Natal, the position is briefly as follows: The Dealers' Licenses
Act causes the greatest amount of mischief. A Mr. Dada Osman, a
British Indian merchant of very long standing, had his store in Vryheid
before war when it was part of the Transvaal, [and] he traded there
unfettered. When Vryheid was incorporated with Natal, the anti-
Asiatic laws were also taken over, so that in Vryheid there is Law 3
of 1885 in force as also the Natal Dealers' Licenses Act. Acting there-
under, Mr. Dada Osman's licence has been taken away from him
and his Vryheid business has been totally ruined,4 Another case of
equally severe hardship has happened in the Ladysmith district. There,
one Cassim Mahomed has been trading on a farm for some time. Last
year, his servant committed a breach of Sunday Trading Law. He sold
a piece of soap and sugar to traps who were sent by an adjoining store-
keeper. The owner himself, it was proved, was absent. This year,
because of this offence, his licence has not been renewed.5 The Appellate
Board upheld the decision of the Licensing Officer, saying he acted on
the principle they had laid down in a case about a white man. This,
however, is not true. The white man in question was known to have
allowed his sub-tenants to traffic in liquor sold to Natives and was con-
victed of selling opium on his premises. No contravention of law was
made in comparison with the studied breach of regulations of the above
description by the white man and the technical breach of Sunday Trad-
ing Law [sic].

1  Vide "Legalized Robbery", pp. 231-2.
2 Vide "Letter to Acting Chief Traffic Manager", pp. 190-1.
3  Vide "Letter to Town Clerk", pp. 186-7.
4  Vide "Petition to Lord Elgin", pp. 246-8.
5  Vide "A Hard Case", pp. 2 77-8.